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EXEcutive SUmmary

On February 25, 2008, the Canadian government announced $50 million for the Cull Breeding Swine Program in support of Canadian hog producers.  The Program sought to assist producers in downsizing their operations in order to adapt to the changing economic environment and to return the industry to a more competitive position.  An evaluation conducted in 2009 assessed the performance of the Program for the administrative period between February 1st 2008 and May 31st 2009.
The evaluation focused on the relevance of the Program in addressing a demonstrated need (relevance); the performance of the Program in terms of achievement of value; and the success or progress achieved to date.  The evaluation was conducted based on information collected through a review of Program documentation and key informant interviews.

Relevance
The evaluation found that the Program was relevant addressing a demonstrated need in the community as evidenced by the wide distribution of participant producers from across the country and the high level of applicant eligibility.  The Program is appropriate within a federal government context and responsive to the needs of Canadians as it was designed to address dramatic changes in the industry by providing hog producers compensation to offset losses as they exited the industry.
Performance
The evaluation concluded that the Program achieved economy, efficiency, and effectiveness in its performance.  The Program was appropriately structured and delivered to achieve its objectives.  The plan and processes to guide the application, review, and disbursement of funds were efficient and effective, and no pervasive issues or delays were found.  Both the IT system and communication were aligned with the Program’s needs.  The application of the guidelines and scoring system in assessing proposals for Program funding was consistent.  While some concerns were raised about inadequate eligibility periods and deadlines, both recipients and non-recipients were satisfied with the overall Program management.
Success

The Program succeeded to the extent that it assisted producers to exit the industry, but this success did not translate into stabilization of the industry or enhancing the competitive position of Canadian producers in the market.  The Program achieved a 7.2% reduction in the national herd
 with a goal of a 10% reduction; however, it had no tangible impact on the price of pork or market conditions.
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1 Introduction
1.1 Background
The hog sector has experienced significant growth in recent years, with farm cash receipts going from $2.0 billion in 1990 to $3.3 billion in 2007.  However, since that time the economic environment in which the sector operates has dramatically changed, including rapid strengthening and appreciation of the Canadian dollar, a cyclical drop in hog prices, and increases in the costs of production.  These economic changes are having a negative impact on the income and viability of the livestock and meat processing sectors.

On February 25, 2008, the Canadian government announced $50 million for the Cull Breeding Swine Program in support of Canadian hog producers.  The Program seeks to assist producers in downsizing their operations in order to adapt them to the changing economic environment and to return the industry to a more competitive position.

1.2 Evaluation Objectives

The evaluation objective is to assess the performance of the Program as per requirements set out in the Cull Breeding Swine Program Funding Agreement.  Specifically, the evaluation will assess the relevance of the Program in addressing a demonstrated need (relevance); the performance of the Program in terms of achievement of value; and the success or progress achieved to date.
1.3 Evaluation Scope

The evaluation focused on the eligible claims cull period of the Cull Breeding Swine Program between August 1, 2007 and November 30, 2008 and Program administration between February 1st 2008 and May 31st 2009.  Regions with eligible participants that applied for funding were considered as well as those producers that applied for funds – eligible producers who did not apply were included as part of a focus group to gather their insights into the Program.
1.4 Evaluation Methodology

In order to represent the perspectives of the various parties involved with the Cull Breeding Swine Program and to ensure a well-rounded evaluation of the Program, four main methodology approaches were followed. 

To begin, a selection of document, literature, file, and administrative data was reviewed to gain a thorough understanding of the Program from its conception to its delivery.  Interviews were then conducted with key informants who were involved in the design, implementation, and delivery of the Program to gather feedback from both an internal and external perspective. 

Initially, the team planned to conduct focus groups with producer recipients and non-recipients.  However, the busy summer season made it challenging to schedule a common time for multiple producers to participate in a discussion.  As an alternative, individual interviews with recipients and non-recipients were conducted.  In addition, three case studies were completed with recipients, one producer from each small, medium, and large operation to gain a more in-depth understanding of the producers’ experience with the Program.
Appendix A has a detailed description of the methodology.
1.5 Evaluation Issues and Key Questions
Relevance

Relevance refers to the extent to which the Cull Breeding Swine Program addresses a demonstrated need in the community, the appropriateness of the Program within a federal government context, and its relative responsiveness to the needs of Canadians.  Specific evaluation questions include:
1. To what extent are the characteristics of participants aligned with the objectives of the Program?

2. What is the participation of swine producers (in numbers and percentage)?

3. What is the participation of swine producers (in numbers and percentage) with respect to:

a. Geographic location

b. Language preference

c. Size of facility

Performance

Performance refers to the Cull Breeding Swine Program’s achievement of value with respect to its economy, efficiency, and effectiveness.  Evaluation questions include: 
4. Is the Cull Breeding Swine Program appropriately structured and delivered to achieve its objectives?  (ECONOMY)
5. How efficient and effective were the project plan and process put in place to guide the disbursement of Cull Breeding Swine Program funds?  (ECONOMY, EFFICIENCY AND EFFECTIVENESS)

6. What was the average length of time of the application and review process?  (EFFICIENCY)

7. To what extent did Cull Breeding Swine Program management have adequate information and data systems (IT capability and functionality) to enable effective and efficient fund delivery.  (EFFICIENCY AND EFFECTIVENESS)
8. Was there consistent application of the guidelines and scoring system in assessing proposals for Cull Breeding Swine Program funding?  (EFFECTIVENESS)

9. How effective has the Cull Breeding Swine Program related communications and liaison been?  (EFFECTIVENESS)

10. How did recipients of Cull Breeding Swine Program funds and those that were denied funding perceive the overall Program management?  (EFFECTIVENESS)
Success
Success of the Cull Breeding Swine Program refers to the progress made against the Program’s objectives.  Specifically, whether the Cull Breeding Swine Program has assisted producers in downsizing their operations in order to stabilize the industry and return it to a more competitive position.  Evaluation questions include:
11. What have been the results of the Cull Breeding Swine Program so far?
1.6 Document Purpose and Organization
This document presents the findings of our evaluation and provides conclusions with respect to the Programs relevance, performance, and success.

The Program Overview provides a summary of the Program and its design as well as describes the way the Program was administered.

The Results provides narrative summary of our findings with for each of the evaluation questions.

The Summary and Recommendations section provides a conclusion and identifies recommendations to improve the Program.

The Appendices provides additional detail in support of our report.  It also includes the Case Studies that detail three participant’s experience with the Program and the impact the Program had on their operations.
2 Program Overview

While the hog sector has experienced growth over the last few decades, the changing economic environment has had a severe negative impact on the success of Canadian pork producers. In response to this, the Government of Canada announced the allocation of $50 million towards the Cull Breeding Swine Program.  The Program’s objectives were to help return the Canadian pork industry to a competitive position on the world stage by:

· Reducing the size of Canada’s total breeding stock by 10%;
· Enabling some hog producers to downsize; and
· Assisting hog producers to address the current market situation.

To meet these objectives in an efficient and effective manner, the Canadian Pork Council assigned the administration of the Cull Breeding Swine Program to accounting firm Welch LLP that possessed the skills and experience to administer the Program.  

The Program design was developed by a working team consisting of industry experts and industry stakeholders.  The cull was centrally organized and experts were responsible for establishing the rules and parameters of the slaughter and organizing the slaughterhouses, truckers and rendering plants that would undertake the work. 

With the rules and parameters in place, there were two ways in which the hog producers across Canada could be eligible for the Cull Breeding Swine Program.  Specifically, a producer was eligible if:

· The producer culled breeding swine during the specified cull period from August 1, 2007 to November 30, 2008; OR

· The producer had or would report income or losses from a Canadian hog farming business in the 2007 or 2008 calendar year, was engaged in a Canadian hog farming business on January 1, 2008 and wished to cull the breeding swine following the qualification into the Program. 

In either case, eligible producers had to agree to leave at least one barn used in their hog farming business empty or use it for some purpose other than for the keeping of breeding swine for a period of three years following the slaughter of the breeding swine for which they have made a claim under the Program.
Applications were available through either the Canadian Pork Council or respective provincial pork associations.  Eligible producers were required to submit an application package to the Program administrator in a prescribed fashion in order to qualify for funds.  If the application was approved by the Program administrator, the producer was eligible to receive $225 per culled sow or boar.  In order to ensure that all eligible Canadian hog producers in all provinces and territories had equal access to the Program funds, the distribution was made by using three tranches, in which case the qualification for each tranche was determined by the ‘first come, first served’ policy.
· For the first tranche, applications were accepted with “date sent” records ranging from April 14, 2008 to May 7, 2008 with the “cut off date” being end of day on May 14, 2008.
· For the second tranche, Applications were accepted with “date sent” records ranging from April 14, 2008 to May 21, 2008 with the “cut off date” being end of day on May 28, 2008.

· For the third tranche, Applications were accepted with “date sent” records ranging from April 14, 2008 to September 1, 2008 with the “cut off date” being end of day on September 8, 2008.
Throughout the Program implementation and delivery, the Program administrator sent reminders and notification letters to hog producers regarding eligibility and deadlines.  In addition, the administrator had a toll-free number to answer questions from hog producers.
3 Results
This section outlines the key findings for each of the evaluation questions/themes.
3.1 Relevance

To what extent are the characteristics of participants aligned with the objectives of the Program?
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To address relevance and understand the alignment between characteristics of participants and the objectives of the Program, the degree to which applicants met the Program eligibility criteria was considered.  The Program’s eligibility criteria are clearly defined in the Funding Agreement and were met by 93.7% of the 603 applicants.  While 38 claimants were disqualified, 25 did so voluntarily indicating that in the majority of applications the Program eligibility criteria were met.
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A key principle of Program eligibility was humane slaughter.  It was found that both nationally and in Saskatchewan, where the Program was administered by SaskPork, compliance with humane slaughter standards were effectively monitored by representatives from the Canadian Food Inspection Agency (CFIA), the Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals (SPCA), veterinarians or veterinarian-equivalents.  Program administrators, producers and the Canadian Federation of Humane Societies were satisfied that the cull was conducted according to humane standards, recognizing that both the scope of the cull and dealing with animals of this size, constituted unique circumstances.  

Complaints with respect to the humane treatment and slaughter of animals typically related to the condition in which animals arrived after being transported long-distances, which can be attributed to the lack of education on humane transport standards among truckers.  Any reported instances of inhumane treatment were investigated.  Questions were raised about compliance with humane standards when the cull was done on-farm rather than in a licensed slaughterhouse, but given dangerous nature of boars and their tendency to fight when housed together, on-farm culls were deemed necessary to manage potential hazard to both animal and human health.  On-farm culls were also deemed necessary in cases where animals might potentially have been exposed to inhumane treatment as farmers waited for availability of facilities to undertake the slaughter.  If facilities could not be procured in a reasonable amount of time, an on-farm cull, overseen by veterinarians, was authorized.

The evaluation also considered the degree to which participants felt that the Program met their needs.  Sixty-nine percent of participants interviewed felt that the Program had met their needs insofar as they were already looking to exit the pork production industry and could use the financial support to do so.  The 31% of participants who indicated that their needs had not been met noted that the Program did not address other more important factors such as the oversupply of pork in North America.
According to some recipients and non-recipients, the price granted per animal was too low given the requirement to close down their barns for 3 years.  It was felt that the amount was not enough to compensate for the deterioration of a barn when it is not in use and for the fact that many producers do not have alternate operations such as grain farming.  

Other Program stakeholders indicated that their needs were also satisfied.  This includes the coordinator of the national cull
 who felt that timeliness of the cull was a key objective and that this objective was met.  The Canadian Federation of Humane Societies was satisfied with how the cull was conducted, especially in licensed slaughterhouses where CFIA representatives were present.  Food Banks Canada was also satisfied with the support they received from the Canadian Pork Council and the provincial pork associations to distribute some of the meat through the food banks system.  Overall, the Canadian Pork Council indicated satisfaction with the objectives of the Program and felt that the Program was administered fairly and in a timely manner.
What is the participation of swine producers (in numbers and percentage)?

A total of 565 swine producers participated in the Program.  It was not possible to calculate the percentage of the total number of producers across the country because the total number is not available.
Ninety-four percent of claims submitted to the Program resulted in Program completion and subsequent payment of funds, though it is notable that there is some variation between the distribution of Program funds with the regional distribution of breeding swine. 
The graphs below highlight the distribution of the participants in the Program and the distribution of Program funds
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Figure 2: Distribution of Program Participants
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Figure 3: Distribution of Program Funds
A third graph shows the distribution of the national heard of breeding swine alongside the distribution of participants and funds.
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Figure 4: Distribution of Herd, Participants, Funds
While Quebec possesses 25.9% of the national herd, that province received only 10.2% of Program funds.  Similar variances exist in Nova Scotia, PEI, Ontario, Manitoba, and Saskatchewan.  This indicates that some province’s pork markets were differentially impacted by both the market situation and/or the Program.  A similar variation exists between the regional participation rates and the distribution of the national herd.  Over all, New Brunswick, British Columbia and Nova Scotia had the lowest number of participants.

What is the participation of swine producers (in numbers and percentage) with respect to, geographic location, language preference, and size of facility?
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Figure 3 shows the distribution of Program funds according to geographic location.  Ontario, Quebec and Alberta and account for over two-thirds of Program the funds distributed, which roughly corresponds to the overall distribution of breeding swine with 403,300 in Ontario, 395,000 in Quebec and 181,400 in Alberta.  One factor that may account for the discrepancy between Quebec’s percentage of breeding swine and that province’s share of Program funds is the higher proportion of “farrow-to-finish” pigs in that province.  Because only breeding swine were eligible for the program, the funds were not sufficient to cover the costs of producers leaving the industry.
The graph to the right shows the distribution of French and English participants.  According to the 2006 Census, 22.1% of the Canadian population is francophone, though only 14% of Program applicants applied in French.
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The Program had participants from all sizes of facility.  The majority (53.8%) of participants were small-scale producers with operations of less than 100 breeding swine; over a third of participants (39.1%) were medium scale producers with operations between 100 and 500 breeding swine; the remaining participants (7.1%) were large-scale producers with operations greater than 500 breeding swine.

Summary Conclusions

The evaluation found that the Program was relevant addressing a demonstrated need in the community as evidenced by the wide distribution of participant producers from across the country and the high level of applicant eligibility.  Quebec was the only province for which the share of Program funds did not align with its share of the national herd, but the nature of the industry in Quebec (a higher proportion of “farrow-to-finish” pigs in that province) may account for this discrepancy.  The Program is appropriate within a federal government context and responsive to the needs of Canadians as it was designed to address dramatic changes in the industry by providing hog producers compensation to offset losses as they exited the industry.  The program had participation in all provinces and was administered in both official languages.
3.2 Performance

Is the Cull Breeding Swine Program appropriately structured and delivered to achieve its objectives?  
In general, the Program design and delivery was aligned with the Program Funding Agreement.  The Funding Agreement, the foundational document that described the objectives of the Program, clearly specifies the requirements for the structure and delivery of the Program.  These foundations were consistently maintained.  For example, the Program application package uses the same, or similar, verbiage as the Funding Agreement, illustrating alignment between implementation and design.  Furthermore, the Program structure and delivery, as reflected in formative documents and administrative reports, were aligned with the Funding Agreement, showing congruence between design and implementation.  This is supported by the satisfaction expressed by the Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada representative that the Program was appropriately designed to meet the objectives outlined in the Funding Agreement.

To interpret the effectiveness of management and administrative systems, the management cycle (consisting of planning, implementation, monitoring, adapting, and reporting) was taken into consideration. 

Planning
Although there was a short timeline to develop and implement the Program, time was allotted to plan the creation and execution of the Program in order to attain the objectives set out in the Funding Agreement.  More specifically, industry experts were consulted throughout the Program design process to ensure that desired results would be achieved.  In addition, a Program administrator (Welch LLP) with the necessary skills and experience to administer the Program was contracted and the corresponding roles and responsibilities were defined.  Subsequently, a work plan was established to ensure that the Program administrator’s requirements outlined in the Funding Agreement were met.  Timelines for all stages of the Program were established and a Program algorithm, which outlined the Program’s processes from the application to the disbursement of funds, was created. 

Implementation

Facing a limited timeframe to reach the Program’s objectives, the Program administrator managed to expedite the application process while ensuring its effectiveness by simplifying the application and reminding participants of upcoming deadlines.  The ‘first come, first serve policy’ simplified the application assessment process as did the fact that applicants only had to submit one application to be considered for the three funding tranches.  In addition, notifications sent to producers relating to their eligibility for funding, and reminders sent to participants regarding deadlines for completing their culls and for providing outstanding information, helped to prevent delays in the processing of applications. 

Monitoring

The monitoring initiatives established from the Program’s inception ensured that while the Program was executed quickly, compliance with requirements was mandatory and any discrepancies were subject to an evaluation that could result in repercussions.  Internal controls, such as an audit strategy and bank account reconciliation, were implemented in order to minimize fraudulent activities and to appropriately identify and address issues of non-compliance.  To minimize fraud further, provincial pork associations validated the producer business numbers.  False statements provided by producers resulted in disqualification and the obligation to return any funds received.  Standardized monitoring checklists were used to ensure that applicants, recipients, and service providers complied with Program requirements. 
The Program administrator required parties involved in the Program to provide specialized reports to validate compliance with Program requirements.  For example, to ensure that culls met the Program requirements, slaughter facility inspectors were required to declare when the shipments from recipients arrived at the facility, the number of animals shipped and attest that the animals were euthanized at the facility.  When the Program doubted purchaser legitimacy, signed affidavits were required to validate their eligibility.  Additionally, non-recognized purchasers signed affidavits attesting their business as well as the number of animals culled.  Participants were also required to report that they complied with humane slaughter standards as well as declare the number of swine that died as a result of natural causes, the number of swine culled, and total costs incurred. 
Adapting

The oversight committee was able to acknowledge the need for a few modifications to the Program in order to accommodate the needs of applicants and adapt aspects of the Program while ensuring the attainment of the Program’s objectives.  The Program administrator was able to effectively implement these modifications, for example, interim funds were disbursed in order to cover the producers’ cost of culls to-date as opposed to disbursing all funds post-cull.  Other modifications included extending the deadline for the submission of all final documentation, and increasing the maximum supplemental feed payment from $15 to $30.  In addition, the Program decided to fund culls completed after August 2007 as opposed to the original cut-off date of November 2007
. 
Reporting

In order to properly report on the Program’s performance, a few initiatives were put in place.  An oversight committee was established to monitor the development and delivery of the Program.  Tracking tools were also created in order to determine if Program requirements and objectives were met, such as the specified timelines established for each stage of the Program.  Key informants agreed that the Program administrator was able to prepare and provide reports in a timely manner, which further validates the effectiveness of management and administrative systems.

Generally, the Program delivery corresponded to the Program structure.  It is important to note, as mentioned above, that modifications were made to the Program after it had been implemented to both accommodate the needs of applicants and ensure the attainment of the Program’s objectives.  These modifications evidently caused slight variances between the established design and the actual implementation of the Program.  However, apart from these intended variations, the Program delivery and design were aligned. 

Service providers, industry and subject matter experts, as well as producers generally agreed that the Program design was properly aligned with its objectives.  Producers who disagreed mentioned that some aspects of the Program were neither practical nor realistic (e.g. culling on-site) and indicated that the Program did not provide sufficient incentive to get producers who do not have alternative operations (e.g. grain farming) out of the market. 

Considering the short timelines to create and implement the Program, service providers, industry and subject matter experts, as well as producers generally agree that the administration of the Program went well.  SaskPork did mention that unreasonable documentation requirements increased both their administration costs and level of effort to administer the Program in Saskatchewan.  Since Saskatchewan administered the Program itself, variations were created and challenges arose with respect to conflict of interest as administrators knew producers.

How efficient and effective were the project plan and process put in place to guide the disbursement of Cull Breeding Swine Program funds?

While modifications were made to the Program after its implementation, the project timelines set out in the planning stages were generally met.  There were few variations in meeting specified timelines that did not have a significant impact on the overall achievement of Program objectives.  Deviation from the Program timelines were typically related to paperwork, such as the preparation of documentation to support the application process, receipt of documentation from service providers and variations in culling timelines, which occurred mainly in provinces that did not have appropriate facilities available (e.g. Quebec and Nova Scotia).  Nonetheless, the majority of timelines were well respected.

The implementation and administrative costs of the Program were found to be well aligned with the financial plan.  In fact, administrative costs were lower than projected.  Program administrators put in place controls, which included bank account reconciliation and an audit strategy, to ensure that Program funds were distributed and used according to the Program’s objectives. 

Generally, eligible producers felt the application process and receipt of funds was straightforward and easy.  Producers were given clear expectations of processing timelines for their applications, such as when they would receive acknowledgement of receipt of their applications and notice of eligibility.  Producers also only had to complete one application to be considered in all three funding tranches and were given clear guidelines on terms and conditions, required information and Program criteria as part of their application package.
While most producers were satisfied with the application and receipt of funds processes, several issues were noted.  The application was considered too long and overly complex.  In some instances, producers required additional support to complete their application properly.  Notification of qualification took longer than expected, as did receipt of funds in some cases.  On average, it took 133 days for recipients to receive their cheque from the date their application was postmarked.  It was also noted that not enough information was provided to producers regarding how much money one could expect to receive once adjustments were applied.
What was the average length of time of the application and review process?
While the general project timelines were met, it was not the case for the Program application and review process.  Documentation sent to producers outlined specific timelines in which the Program will respond which managed expectations.  However, the amount of time taken in processing applications deviated slightly from the expected timelines.  For example:

	
	Expected
	Actual

	Contact the producer within ______ calendar days of receipt of the application should any further information be required.
	14 days
	19.9 days

	A notice of eligibility to be sent to the eligible producer within _____ calendar days of receiving all the available required information.
	16 days
	22.19 days


To what extent did Cull Breeding Swine Program management have adequate information and data systems (IT capability and functionality) to enable effective and efficient fund delivery?

Initially, the IT capability and functionality of the Program did not align to the needs of the Program.  Program administrators were relying on Excel to manage Program information, which was found to be insufficient.  Therefore, an Access database was developed and used for the remainder of the Program to meet the Program’s requirements.  In addition, the use of software and automated forms for risk analysis was deemed appropriate by users.  Users of the Program information management and data systems found that the information was accessible and tailored reports were issued on a timely basis and effectively highlighted issues.  As a result, the IT capability and functionality met the needs of the Program and facilitated the effective and efficient implementation and delivery. 

Was there consistent application of the guidelines and scoring system in assessing proposals for Cull Breeding Swine Program funding?
There was limited variance between applications scored by different assessors that can be attributable to the fact that an oversight committee ensured fairness and equality of the assessments.  Consistency was accounted for by the use of standardized documents and automated forms in the application process.  Approximately 5% of producers had concerns about equal access to the Program and most complaints were related to the November 2008 cut-off date.  Also, while producers were generally satisfied with the assessment of the applications, the Program’s rulings were found to be quite rigid.

Overall, by virtue of the function of the oversight committee and the standardization and automation of assessment tools, clarity around scoring criteria and guidelines was sufficient.  The Canadian Federation of Humane Societies expressed concerns regarding the lack of clarity in some sections of the application.  For example, Appendix B had some misleading requirements about proper loading and transportation of animals. 

How effective has the Cull Breeding Swine Program related communications and liaison been?
The Program took appropriate measures to ensure that all hog producers across Canada had equal access to information on the Program by using various communication channels in both official languages including news releases, radio advertisements, a media relations campaign as well as telephone calls and emails to producers from provinces without hog associations.  Contact information was consistently made available and the application forms were also available to producers online.  Producers were kept adequately informed of Program requirements, such as humane slaughter standards and Program changes, such as the allowance of supplemental feed payments, through letters and notices.  Provincial pork associations, which have more direct contact with producers, were included in weekly conference calls to keep them up-to-date as the Program was implemented.  Associations were provided with communications materials but were not necessarily required to use them, given that they are in the best position to know how to communicate with producers.  Furthermore, publicity (rather than traditional advertising) was used to raise awareness of the Program in a cost effective manner.
One challenge with respect to communication was getting the information out to producers in a timely fashion.  All producers agreed that the most effective way to communicate is through the provincial pork associations since all recognized pork producers should be receiving the association’s newsletter.

The fact that the majority (60.3 %) of applications were received during the first five days of the Program’s launch is a strong indication that the communications campaign was effective and that producers were well informed about the Program and its requirements.  However, there is a lack of consensus on the adequacy of the information provided by the Program.  While some complained about the lengthy and complex documentation, others would have appreciated more information on appropriate humane slaughter techniques.  Half of the Ontario producers interviewed found the communication approach inappropriate as they discovered the Program either on the news or through word-of-mouth after the Program was implemented.  Nova Scotia producers found the communication approach was appropriate and all Saskatchewan producers were informed of the Program.
How did recipients of Cull Breeding Swine Program funds and those that were denied funding perceive the overall Program management?

Applicants were generally satisfied with the overall Program management.  Complaints about management were related to rigid deadlines and requirements that either disqualified them from the Program or simply made it more difficult to qualify.  It was noted that electronic submission of documents would have made the process easier and cheaper for some applicants.  Also, some provincial requirements meant that certain provinces faced higher costs.  In Alberta, boars must be tusked prior to transportation; all non-tusked boars had to be euthanized by a veterinarian on-site at the producer's facility, which was more expensive than slaughtering at the plant.
While some producers expressed dissatisfaction with Program management, it was likely because they did not qualify for the Program.  Complaints were typically related to a lack of opportunity to provide the Canadian Pork Council feedback on how the Program should be run and a frustration with the overemphasis on liability and rigid deadlines.
Summary Conclusions

The evaluation concluded that the Program achieved economy, efficiency, and effectiveness in its performance.  The Program was appropriately structured and delivered to achieve its objectives.  The plan and processes put in place to guide the application, review, and disbursement of Program funds were efficient and effective with pervasive issues or major delays.  The IT system utilized was found to be effective, efficient, and appropriately aligned with the Program’s needs.  The application of the guidelines and scoring system in assessing proposals for Program funding was consistent.  The Program had appropriate, effective, and efficient communication that was aligned with the requirements specified in the Funding Agreement.  Finally, while some concerns were raised by producers about inadequate eligibility periods and deadlines, both recipients and non-recipients were satisfied with the overall Program management.
3.3 Success

What have been the results of the Program so far?

The results of the Program are varied.  While the Program had a goal of a 10% reduction of the national breeding swine herd, a 7.2% reduction was achieved as of April 3, 2009, which includes a 60% closure rate of barns owned by participants.  There is no evidence of these facilities have been restocked since owners participated in the Program.
With respect to influencing the price of pork, there is consensus that the price of pork has not increased and may in fact have been reduced even further, though due to continued turmoil in the hog industry.  These factors include:

· The H1N1 virus, known in media reports as Swine Flu, which exacerbated already weak global demand for pork
· The global financial crisis
· An increasing Canadian dollar
· Increasing feed prices

· “Country-of-Origin” labelling requirements

· No reduction in the US pork industry supply of breeding swine meaning that the market is still saturated with pork products keeping prices low
While there is overall consensus that the Program was a step in the right direction and it helped producers who needed to get out of the business, the majority say that that the Program was not effective in addressing the pork industry’s situation because of these additional factors.

Summary Conclusions

The Program succeeded to the extent that it assisted producers who wanted to exit the industry in downsizing their operations, but this success did not translate into stabilization of the industry or enhancing the competitive position of Canadian producers in the market.  The Program achieved a 7.2% reduction,
 2.8% away from the goal of a 10% reduction of the national herd; however, it had no tangible impact on the price of pork or the market conditions within which producers operate.
4 Summary and Recommendations

The following table summarizes our conclusions to each of the evaluation questions.
	Evaluation Questions
	Conclusions

	Relevance
	The Program is relevant.

	To what extent are the characteristics of participants aligned with the objectives of the Program?
	The characteristics of participants are well aligned with the objectives of the Program.

	What is the participation of swine producers (in numbers and percentage)?
	564 of swine producers participated.

	What is the participation of swine producers (in numbers and percentage) with respect to geographic location, language preference, size of facility?
	With the exception of Quebec, the participation in the Program was aligned geographically.

	Performance
	The performance of the Program was strong.

	Is the Program appropriately structured and delivered to achieve its objectives?
	The Program is appropriately structured and delivered to achieve its objectives.

	How efficient and effective were the project plan and process put in place to guide the disbursement of Program funds?
	The project plan and process put in place to guide the disbursement of Program funds were efficient and effective with no major delays.

	What was the average length of time of the application and review process?
	It took an average of 133 days for recipients to receive their cheque from the date their application was postmarked.

	To what extent did Program management have adequate information and data systems (IT capability and functionality) to enable effective and efficient fund delivery?
	The IT system was found to be effective, efficient, and appropriately aligned with the Program’s needs.

	Was there consistent application of the guidelines and scoring system in assessing proposals for Program funding?
	The application of the guidelines and scoring system in assessing proposals for Program funding was consistent.  

	How effective has the Program related communications and liaison been?
	The Program had appropriate and effective communication that was aligned with the requirements specified in the Funding Agreement.

	How did Program recipients and those that were denied funding perceive the overall Program management?
	Recipients and non-recipients were satisfied with the overall Program management.  Some concerns about inadequate eligibility periods and deadlines were raised by some producers.

	Success
	The Program has had some success, namely reducing the size of the national herd.  However, the pork industry still faces market challenges.

	What have been the results of the Program so far?
	7.2% of the national herd was culled as of April 3, 2009 – and 60% of barns owned by participants were culled.
There is consensus that the price of pork has not changed and the industry still faces tremendous market challenges.


This evaluation identified only one minor recommendation for improvement to the Program for future consideration of the administrators.  It is recommended that the Program support the electronic submissions of the applications to reduce the cost and additional burden on producers.  
Additionally, there was an attempt to use the cull as an opportunity to conduct a practice exercise to simulate conditions as if the cull was because of a disease outbreak.  However, the short timelines associated with the Program did not allow this exercise to take place.  If the opportunity presents itself again, allowances should be made, where reasonable, to conduct such an exercise.
Appendix A  Detailed Evaluation Methodology

While the intent of the Cull Breeding Swine Program is clear, it is important to ensure that the Program was and continues to be relevant, that it was delivered as intended, and is achieving results.  The proposed methodology outlined below was designed to demonstrate the extent to which the above conditions have been satisfied.  The evaluation team worked closely with the CPC to ensure that all the evaluation, data review, and related privacy/security requirements were met in undertaking all aspects of the Cull Breeding Swine Program evaluation.

The following sections detail the methodology followed to conduct this evaluation.

Document, Literature, File and Administrative Data Review

The evaluation team reviewed all relevant Program related documents, including background documentation, procedures, agreements, Program files, and expenditure reports.  A literature review looked at special studies and related evaluation reports, and a file review consisted of an examination applicant files and scoring checklists.  An administrative data review considered the data and systems used by Program administrators and management.  When necessary, files were reviewed on a random sample basis.

Appendix B includes a listing of all relevant documentation.
Key Informant Interviews

The evaluation team conducted 10 interviews with key individuals involved in the implementation and delivery of the Cull Breeding Swine Program.  Representatives from the Government of Canada included individuals from Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada and the Canadian Food Inspection Agency, other informants included individuals from the Canadian Pork Council, and its provincial member associations, the Canadian Federation of Humane Societies, the Canadian Association of Food Banks, Welch LLP, and industry experts including producers and service providers. 
These interviews provided an opportunity to probe both internal and external perspectives on the Program’s relevance, design, and delivery (implementation) and success (achievement of expected results).
Appendix C contains a list of key informants and Appendix D contains our general interview guide that was tailored depending on the informant interviewed.
Focus Groups

Initially the team proposed focus groups with recipients and interviews with non-recipients.  These interviews with recipients and non-recipients provided an important line of evidence in addressing the evaluation issues and related questions.  To determine focus group participation, a region first had to be identified from which a group of participants who are in relative close proximity to the focus group location had to be selected.  Two provinces were randomly selected, Ontario and Nova Scotia, and then 29 recipients were randomly selected from those provinces.  However, given the challenging nature of scheduling producers to participate in focus groups given the busy summer season, interviews with the selected participants were conducted instead.  Ten recipient participants were interviewed to represent the applicant population.  Likewise, 20 non-recipients including those who did not apply for funding through the Cull Breeding Swine Program and those who did apply but were disqualified were identified and 5 were subsequently interviewed.
Case Studies
Case study evidence was compiled from the data sources used in the evaluation including Program documentation, administrative review, file review, and interviews.  Three case studies were completed, one each for small, medium and large producers.  The three cases were selected through a stratified random sample, and were subject to approval by the Project Authority before data collection and analysis proceeded.
Appendix B  List of Documents
	Business, Budget and Funding Agreement

	Adfarm Communication StrategyPork Plan ORIG Mar 17

	Administration cost breakdown

	Business Plan Jun 02 08

	CPC CBSP timeline 2008

	CPC CBSP work plan

	Signed engagement letter

	Funding Agreement

	Working Group Composition

	CBSP Publicity Campaign Execution and Ad Equivalencies Report

	Application Form

	Original Application - English

	Letters Sent to Non-Producers

	Producer Validation

	Consultant Letter Template

	purchase order form - slaughter-May 9_revised

	Purchase order form - transportation_May 9_revised

	Humane handling and transportation of breeding swine

	Letters Sent to Producers

	Acknowledgement Receipt Letter Template - English

	Disqualification - documentation incomplete (With letterhead)

	Qualified to Cull - English (With Letterhead) - Revised cull date

	Cull Instructions to Producers

	Barn Specific Interim Payments

	Affidavit Request

	Cull Deadline Reminder

	Missing Information Deadline Reminder

	Qualified for Audit (With Letterhead)

	Consent to Payment

	Program Payment Letter to Producer

	Notice of Program Changes

	Second Payment - Extra Feed Allocation

	Confirmation of CBSP Withdrawal and Return of Documents

	Forms and Appendices Added After Program Launch

	Affidavit re_ Non-Recognized Purchaser 

	Barn specific interim payments - English

	Appendix 6A - English

	Processing and Audit Forms

	File Tracking Sheet

	Outstanding documents checklist

	File completion checklist

	Prelim risk assessment

	Standard Desk Audit Procedures Checklist Version 3 - (May 27, 2008)

	Calculation Verification Worksheet

	Desk Audit Program Checklist

	Field Audit Checklist

	Application Form Document Completion Checklist v1 (April 14, 2008)

	Monitoring Checklist_CGL_OCT.9

	Reports

	Appeals Summary

	Audit List

	Average Length of Time to Approve Applications

	Avg Days to Send Receipt of Application

	Avg Trans & Slaughter Cost per Swine

	Claim Summary

	Claims High Risk

	Claims Received by Day by Date Received

	Claims Received by Day by Date Sent

	Culled Barns

	Days Between Receiving Application & Sending Missing Info Notice

	Disqualified Application

	Expert Report Detail

	Field Audits

	File Status

	High Restocking Risk

	Method documents

	Payment Summary CBSP

	PO Tracking Sheet_Slaughter and Disposal Costs

	Producer Number Confirmation for Provinces

	Producer Payments by Date

	Producer Payments Detail

	Producers - Wait Time for Payment by Province

	Properties For Sale - 4B Needed

	Properties Sold or Leased

	QTA Sent vs Required Finish Date

	Risk Assessment_Detail

	Service Provider Payments_Slaughter_Detail

	Service Provider Payments_Transport_Detail

	Tranche 1 Records

	Tranche 2 Records

	Tranche 3 Records

	Trans_Slaught Inv Amts by File Number

	Claims Received to date Summary

	Distribution of Producers by Size

	Language preference of producers

	Census 2006


Appendix C  List of Interviewees
Program Stakeholders
	Name 
	Organization

	Patti Negrave
	Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada

	Martin Rice
	Canadian Pork Council

	Graham Clarke
	Independent Advisor

	Genevieve Benard
	Canadian Food Inspection Agency

	Marc Rouleau
	Welch LLP

	Harvey Wagner
	Sask Pork

	Bernard Verret
	Fédération des producteurs de Porcs du Québec

	Shelagh MacDonald
	Canadian Federation of Humane Societies

	Shawn Pegg
	Food Banks Canada

	Kerri-Sue Lang
	AdFarm (Issues and Insights)

	Nick Santangelo
	Western Hog Exchange (BC, AB)


Recipients and Non-Recipients Interviewed
10 recipients were interviewed for this evaluation, 5 from Ontario and 5 from Nova Scotia.  In addition, 5 non-recipients were interviewed.  
Case Study Recipients Interviewed

Three recipients were interviewed for the case studies, one from a small operation, one from a medium operation and one from a large operation.
Appendix D  Interview Guide

The following interview guide formed the basis of our interviews with informants.  This guide was tailored based on the informants’ role with the Program.
	Evaluation Questions
	Interview Questions
	Program Admin
	Expert
	Producer
	Service Provider
	Case Study

	General
	What is/was your role/ involvement with the Program?
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x

	Relevance

	To what extent are the characteristics of participants aligned with the objectives of the Program?
	Did this Program meet your needs?
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x

	
	Discuss your overall level of satisfaction with the objectives of the Program.  Were these the right objectives?  
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x

	
	How was culling implemented?  Slaughter for market? Another culling method? 
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x

	
	Were there variations in the approach to slaughter across the country?
	x
	x
	
	x
	

	
	If culled outside the licensed slaughterhouse process, what evidence exists to demonstrate compliance with humane slaughter standards?
	x
	
	
	
	

	
	Discuss the approach taken to getting the animals processed for human consumption and distribution by Food Banks Canada.
	x
	x
	
	x
	

	
	What evidence did you have to provide to Program officials to demonstrate that you have complied with humane slaughter standards?
	
	
	x
	x
	x

	Performance

	Is the Cull Breeding Swine Program appropriately structured and delivered to achieve its objectives?
	What expectations do / did you have for the administration of the Program?
	x
	x
	
	
	

	
	Were those expectations met?
	x
	x
	
	
	

	
	Was the Program design aligned with the objectives?
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x

	
	Were there any features of the Program design that did not work as intended/well?
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x

	
	Were there any questions / concerns about hog farmers throughout the country having equal access to the Program?
	x
	x
	
	
	

	
	Is the conflict of interest policy and code of conduct for directors and officers appropriate and does it support the achievement of objectives?
	x
	x
	
	
	

	How efficient and effective were the project plan and process put in place to guide the disbursement of Cull Breeding Swine Program funds?
	Did planning and implementation of the Program vary from the timelines and milestones set out in the Program plans?
	x
	x
	
	
	

	
	If yes, what accounts for the variance?
	x
	x
	
	
	

	
	Discuss your experience with the application process.  Did you face any difficulties or was it straightforward?  Discuss any challenges.
	
	
	x
	
	x

	
	Overall, were you satisfied with the application process?
	
	
	x
	
	x

	
	Discuss your experience with receipt of funds.  Did you face any difficulties or was it straightforward?  Discuss any challenges.
	
	
	x
	
	x

	
	Overall, were you satisfied with the process for receipt of funds?
	
	
	x
	
	x

	
	Was the time it took to process the applications and receive the funds reasonable?
	
	
	x
	
	x

	To what extent did Cull Breeding Swine Program management have adequate information and data systems (IT capability and functionality) to enable effective and efficient fund delivery.
	Was the IT and information management system appropriate for this type of Program and its size?
	x
	x
	
	
	

	
	To what extent is this standard being met in the delivery of the Program?
	x
	x
	
	
	

	
	To what extent does the existing IT and information management system meet the needs of the Program with respect to the effective and efficient delivery of funds?
	x
	x
	
	
	

	
	Overall, how effective are the information management and data systems put in place to administer the Program?
	x
	x
	
	
	

	Was there consistent application of the guidelines and scoring system in assessing proposals for Cull Breeding Swine Program funding?
	What oversight and direction was provided on the application of assessment criteria and interpretation of assessment guidelines?
	x
	x
	
	
	

	
	Discuss any issues with the consistent assessment of applications.  
	x
	x
	
	
	

	
	Discuss any questions or concerns about the assessment of applications.
	
	
	x
	
	x

	
	Do you feel the assessments were fair and consistent within the region and throughout the country?
	
	
	x
	
	x

	How effective has the Cull Breeding Swine Program related communications and liaison been?
	What approach was taken to communicate with the Program target population and key stakeholders?
	x
	x
	
	
	

	
	Discuss the benefits and challenges of this approach.
	x
	x
	
	
	

	
	What would you do differently next time?
	x
	x
	
	
	

	
	What approach was taken to communicating the Program to you?
	
	
	x
	x
	x

	
	Was this approach appropriate?
	
	
	x
	x
	x

	
	Was it effective?  How can you tell?
	
	
	x
	x
	x

	
	What would have been the best approach to communicating this Program to you?
	
	
	x
	x
	x

	
	Based on the information you were provided, what is your understanding of the nature of the Program – i.e. its objectives, requirements and on-going developments?
	
	
	x
	x
	x

	How did recipients of Cull Breeding Swine Program funds and those that were denied funding perceive the overall Program management?
	What was the feedback from applicants with respect to their satisfaction with the way the Program was managed?
	x
	x
	
	
	

	
	Did any producers sign-on for the Program and then leave?  If so, why?
	x
	x
	
	
	

	
	Discuss your level of satisfaction with how the Program was managed.
	
	
	x
	x
	x

	
	Discuss any issues or concerns that stand out.
	
	
	x
	x
	x

	
	Discuss any successes that stand out.
	
	
	x
	x
	x

	
	Discuss your overall perceptions of the Program management.
	
	
	x
	x
	x

	
	What would you have liked to have seen done differently?
	
	
	x
	x
	x

	Success

	What have been the results of the Cull Breeding Swine Program so far?
	Did this Program help producers address the situation of low hog prices, higher grain costs, and stronger Canadian dollar?
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x

	
	Did this Program help return the industry to a competitive position?
	
	
	
	
	

	
	How effective was the Program with respect to hog industry operations and producers’ income?
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Has the national breeding swine herd decreased?  By how much? 
	x
	x
	
	
	

	
	By how much has your breeding swine herd been reduced?
	
	
	x
	
	x

	
	Has the price of pork changed?  By how much?
	x
	x
	x
	
	x

	
	Have any producers restocked since completion of the Program?
	x
	
	x
	
	x

	
	What is your overall opinion of the Program now that it is completed?
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x

	
	Were there any unintended benefits of the Program?
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x

	
	How else could the Government of Canada have helped the pork industry?
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x

	Additional Questions for Case Studies
	

	
	Please describe your operation (size, type, etc.)
	
	
	
	
	x

	
	How long have you been a producer?
	
	
	
	
	x

	
	As a producer, what issues did you face before the Program?
	
	
	
	
	x

	
	How did you first hear about the Program?
	
	
	
	
	x

	
	What difference did the Program make to your operation?
	
	
	
	
	x

	
	What do you think would have happened to your operation if you hadn’t participated in the Program?
	
	
	
	
	x

	
	Were there any unexpected benefits or drawbacks to your participation in the Program?
	
	
	
	
	x

	
	If you were in the same situation again, would you participate in the same Program?  Why or why not?
	
	
	
	
	x

	
	How else could the Government of Canada have helped the pork industry?
	
	
	
	
	x


Appendix E  Case Study 1

Introduction

Participant A is a second-generation swine producer whose family has been in the business since the late 1960s.  Located north of Calgary, Participant A had a 200-sow operation (farrow to finish), with other farm income through grain production.  He faced industry-wide issues with high feed costs, a high Canadian dollar, and a low selling price for hogs because of oversupply on the world market.  Participant A was already in the process of reducing his herd when the Cull Breeding Swine Program (CBSP) was introduced.

Program Objective

Participant A was somewhat satisfied with the Program objective of reducing the overall size of the swine herd.  Although he agrees that the herd is too large, he pointed out that the problem is not confined to the Canadian hog industry.  He indicated that a better objective would be to focus on increasing value-added production in Canada.  Currently, the processing industry cuts and wraps the meat, rather than producing higher-value products such as sausages and bacon.  With minimal processing, the Canadian industry only receives the market value of the meat itself.  Participant A feels that adding value to the product would make packers viable and thus assist both packers and producers to survive.  

Participant A indicated that the Program met his needs by helping him to reduce his herd.  Prior to the Program, he knew that he couldn’t make a profit with hogs.  Higher grain prices meant that he could make more money selling the grain than feeding it in his hog operation.  The Program helped him make the decision to eliminate his breeding stock because he could get a payment for the animals.
Program Elements

Participant A was satisfied with all aspects of the CBSP as it was designed and delivered.  

Program Design  Participant A was satisfied with the Program design.

Program Management  Participant A was satisfied with the way the Program was managed.  He found that the Program administration was straightforward and there were no glitches.  
Communications  Participant A heard about the Program through other producers, the radio, and an Alberta Pork newsletter.  He was fully satisfied with this approach, stating, “There was enough information.  Everyone should have known about the Program.”

Application Process  Participant A’s wife handled the paperwork for the application process.  He stated that the application was straightforward and he was satisfied with the application process.
Assessment Process  He found the assessment process to be fair and had no issues with assessment of the applications.

Culling Methods  The Western Hog Exchange yard manager arranged for the trucking of the sows and boars, so the requirement for humane slaughter was handled by the plant.  Participant A had no issues with the culling method.

Receipt of Funds  He noted that the time taken to process the application was reasonable and he experienced no issues with receiving funds.  
Overall Program Success

Participant A indicated that the Program had not succeeded in meeting the objective of raising the price of hogs, although this failure was not due to Program management.  The incentive offered was insufficient to persuade enough producers to leave the market, and there were too many factors affecting the price that were beyond the control of the Program, such as oversupply on world markets and reduction in overall demand for meat caused by the economic downturn.  

He stated that his family was in a comparatively good position: “We had a choice.  We can make a living with grain, and our barns were paid off already.  Others have millions invested in their barns.  They can’t quit because they owe too much money to the feed companies and the bank.  If swine production is their only livelihood, they’ll lose their farms.  This is why many are still hanging on until they are forced out of the business by bankruptcy.  There’s no light at the end of the tunnel.  If the situation doesn’t change, we’ll see lots of bankruptcies in the next twelve months.”

In his own case, he had been thinking of gradually liquidating his breeding stock over a six-month period.  The Program was “a bonus,” allowing him to move out of production faster.  If the price of hogs had increased, he would have regretted his decision to leave the market.  He is content with his decision to participate in the Program because the price is still low.  Faced with the same circumstances in the future, he would make the same decision.  The Program was a factor in his decision but not the primary factor.

He would consider getting back into swine production in the future if it becomes economically viable again.  If grain prices decrease and hog prices increase, it may become worthwhile.  In the meanwhile, grain prices are strong, the swine barns are empty, and he is waiting to see what happens longer term.  

Other Comments
In the short term, Participant A feels that the government needs to keep the CBSP alive.  If there are no changes in market conditions soon, it will be too late for many producers.  He stated, “The pork industry is in big trouble.  People are panicking.  It’s unbelievable how much money they are losing.”
He suggested that an ad-hoc Program paying $30 per market hog might be a better solution.  Currently, the U.S. producers have not been as severely affected for as long as the Canadian producers.  He noted, “The big producers are surviving and the small producers are going under.  It’s a bit like Walmart, with the big producers taking over the market.”  In his view, the government is forcing the small producers to quit rather than helping them survive by solving the problem.  In the long term, other changes are required to make pork production viable for small producers, but a $30 payment would help them survive now.  He is unsure what could be the answer to lower prices.

Participant A suggested that another way to help the industry is to find a way to set Canadian pork apart on the world market.  Canadian producers are not going to be bigger than their U.S. counterparts, so they need another way to compete.
Participant A was satisfied with all aspects of CBSP delivery.  He indicated that further urgent action is required to sustain an industry in Canada.
Appendix F  Case Study 2

Introduction

In business since 1974, Participant B and his brother had a 280-sow operation (farrow to partly finished) north of Stratford, Ontario.  He has eliminated his breeding swine herd and is currently feeding pigs on contract.  Additional farming revenue comes from soybeans and wheat cash crops.  The issues he faced before the Program began were low hog prices and very high feed prices, coupled with the impact on exports of a strong Canadian dollar.

Program Objective

Participant B understood the Program objective to be a 10% reduction in the Canadian breeding swine herd.  He agreed that it was necessary to reduce the swine herd and that the Program was “about the only way to do it.”  He stated that the Program met the Pork Council’s objectives.

Participant B felt strongly that the Program did not meet his needs since he would rather have stayed in the business, which was not an option with this Program.  He would have preferred a Program that created a level playing field with the United States, thus allowing him to continue production.
Program Elements

Participant B was satisfied with some of the Program elements, such as the communications strategy and Program administration, but was dissatisfied with the application and assessment process, the method of slaughter for boars, and the time lag for receipt of funds.

Program Design  Participant B found that the Program design was aligned with the objective.  

Program Management  Participant B spoke to the Program administrator several times in the course of the application process, and was very satisfied with the help that he received.  He was unsure whether any of his animals had gone to food banks, but thought that initiative was a good idea.
Communications  Participant B heard about the Program through an email from Ontario Pork and extensive coverage in the farm press.  He was satisfied with the communications approach and commented that he knew about the Program long before the application process began.

Application Process  Participant B was not satisfied with the application process.  He found the application was complicated and called the Program administrator to clarify what was required.  He suggested that an overview of how to complete the application would have been helpful.  Participant B would have preferred to submit the application electronically, to avoid the cost and inconvenience of sending a registered letter.  
Assessment Process  Participant B found the assessment process confusing.  He was asked to supply more documents during the review of his application and was unclear on what was required.  He called the Program administrator for assistance, followed the advice, and his application was accepted.  He had no opinion on the fairness of the assessment process overall.
Culling Methods  Some of Participant B’s swine went for meat before the deadline, while most went for slaughter and rendering.  The sows were trucked to a plant for slaughter, which went smoothly.  A veterinarian came to the farm to slaughter the boars.  Participant B felt very strongly that it would have been better to take the boars to a packing plant for slaughter, since the on-farm process was “inhumane and dangerous.”  The veterinarian filled out the certificate regarding the slaughter.  

Receipt of Funds  Participant B was “barely satisfied” since there was a significant lag from the slaughter to the receipt of funds.  He called once to check on the status of his funds because it was taking so long.
Overall Program Success

Participant B found that the Program did help him to get out of swine production, although he would have preferred a Program that allowed him to continue in the business.  Without the CBSP, he would be much further in debt and would have lost equity.  He noted that there has been no change to the price of pork because of the Program since there are still too many hogs in the U.S.

Participant B stated that if he were in the same situation again, he would participate in the Program.  He said, “It’s just a really unfortunate situation for Canadian pork producers.  They are in a very precarious situation.”  He feels in some ways that he is glad he is not in the business any longer, because the situation is not improving.  He could not carry on, since he was losing too much equity and the hog price has not gone up.

Other Comments
Participant B acknowledged the difficulties in designing a Program to help Canadian producers that would not trigger countervailing action by the Americans, which would put producers “back to square one, a no-win situation for everyone.”  He did not suggest any other approaches.

Although, he would have preferred a Program that allowed producers to stay in business, the Program helped Participant B exit the industry while preserving his equity.  He was unsatisfied with the application process and on-farm slaughter of boars.  He was very satisfied with the assistance he received from the Program administrator.
Appendix G  Case Study 3

Introduction

Participant C and her family have been in swine production in southern Alberta since 1991, with 830 sows (farrow to weanling).  Faced with loss of equity and unable to maintain financial viability as a swine producer, she saw the Program as an aid in the decision to quit farming.  

Program Objective

Participant C was satisfied with the CBSP’s objective of culling animals in order to reduce inventory and thus raise prices.  Her understanding of Program requirements is that producers must have no breeding swine in their barns for three years.

The Program met her needs, since she “had no choice” about ceasing swine production, and the Program “tipped the scales” in the decision to exit the industry.  She found the Program gave her family a way out of their dilemma. 
Program Elements

Participant C was satisfied with most aspects of the Program, although she found the application process somewhat difficult.

Program Design  Participant C was satisfied with the Program design.  

Program Management  Participant C was very satisfied with Program management, finding the Program “simple and fast.”  She noted that the process was relatively straightforward, unlike other Programs that require participants to “jump through multiple hoops.”  She appreciated the friendly and understanding approach of the Program administrator.
Communications  Participant C heard of the Program through the media and Alberta Pork.  She felt that people who needed the Program heard about it, since “everyone was talking about it.”  She was fully satisfied with the communication Program.  

Application Process  Participant C found that it was difficult to know exactly what was being asked in some parts of the application; for example, it was unclear if she should enter her company name or her name on the forms.  She indicated that she spent considerable time making sure that all parts of the application were filled out completely, and still some were not correct and had to be redone.
Assessment Process  Participant C had no issues with the assessment process, but was not able to comment on whether the assessments were fair and consistent overall.
Culling Methods  The animals were shipped to a slaughtering facility and slaughtered for market.  None were slaughtered on the farm.
Receipt of Funds  Participant C found that receipt of funds was straightforward and payment was swift.  She was satisfied with the process.
Overall Program Success

Participant C felt that the CBSP seemed to help the price of pork, but perceptions about the swine flu pushed prices down again.  

The Program helped her family to get out of the business, with their barns demolished and the land sold.  Other circumstances made the Program a perfect solution for her family.  Without it, they would have faced bankruptcy or severe stress and hardship.  If she were in the same situation again, she would choose to participate in the Program.  

Participant C noted that friends who are still in the business are going bankrupt and undergoing enormous stress, several to the point of hospitalization.  She stated, “We were fortunate to take the helping hand when it was offered.  It was a good choice.  Others who stayed in still need help, and they need it yesterday, not tomorrow.”  She has not regretted their decision to shut down their farm operation.

Other Comments
Participant C did not suggest any other approaches.  She noted that modifications to the existing Program would be helpful, such as extending the dates of cull, increasing the payment per sow, and excluding the payments from taxable income.
Participant C was satisfied with the Program.  It met her needs and assisted her in permanently ceasing swine production.
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� With the extension of CBSP eligibility to May 2009, this figure is approximately 8.4%.


� The coordinator of the national cull did not oversee the logistics for Saskatchewan, which coordinated their own cull process for that province.


� The Program has since been extended to May 2009, which was not within the scope of this evaluation.


� With the extension of the CBSP eligibility period to May 2009, which was out of the scope of this evaluation, this figure is now approximately 8.4%.
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